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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Las Vegas Field Office of the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) plansto dispose of BLM
managed land in the Las Vegas Valley, consistent
with the Southern Nevada Public Land Manage-
ment Act of 1998 (SNPLMA), as amended by the
Clark County Conservation of Public Land and
Natural Resources Act of 2002 (Clark County
Act). The BLM administers federal public land in
small and large parcels interspersed among private
land in the Las Vegas metropolitan areaand in
significant federa land holdings surrounding the
LasVegas Vdley. Theseinterspersed parcels are
difficult for federal management and thus are
more appropriate for disposal and management by
local governments. In addition, the demand for
federa land by local governments and private par-
ties has exceeded expectations. Thus the United
States (U.S.) Congress passed the SNPLMA |legis-
lation authorizing the BLM to dispose of federa
land in Clark County, Nevada consistent with
community land use plans and policies.

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) has
been prepared by the BLM pursuant to the re-
quirements of the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its implementing regula-
tions issued by the Council on Environmental
Quality. The EIS identifies the environmental
consequences that may result from the disposal
and use of dl remaining BLM managed lands
within the disposal boundary area and identifies
methods to avoid, minimize, and mitigate, as ap-
propriate, for potential adverse impacts. This
document aso presents a record of consultation,
coordination, and cooperation with other inter-
ested parties during the EIS preparation. To assist
the public and decision makers review, thisEIS is
organized as follows:

Chapter 1 discusses the purpose and need
for the land disposal.

Chapter 2 describes the Proposed Action
and alternatives including the No Action
Alternative. A brief discussion of the al-
ternatives considered but eliminated is
aso provided in this chapter.

Chapter 3 provides an overview of the ex-
isting (baseline) environmental conditions
within the disposal boundary area and the
potentially affected environment.

Chapter 4 addresses the potentia envi-
ronmental consequences of implementing
the Proposed Action and alternatives de-
scribed in Chapter 2 when compared to
baseline conditions presented in Chapter
3. Cumulative effects and mitigation
measure associated with the Proposed Ac-
tion and aternatives are also discussed in
Chapter 4.

Chapter 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 presents Con-
sultation and Coordination, References,
List of Preparers, Distribution List, Glos-
sary, and Index, respectively.

Appendices provide additional technical support
data.
ES.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

The Las Vegas metropolitan areais one of the
fastest growing urban areasin the U.S. Popula-
tion growth since 1995 has exceeded projections
and growth is anticipated to continue along this
upward trend into the future. Population growth

for the Las Vegas Valley is projected to increase
from 1.69 million in 2004 to 2.48 million by 2018.

The BLM managed lands in the Las Vegas Valley
are being surrounded by more urbanized private
lands thus making it difficult for the BLM to
properly manage federal lands. Disposal would
alow loca governmentsto control, manage, and
regulate the future uses of these lands. Theland
disposal action would also make the public lands
available for use by local governments for public
purposes or for purchase at auction to accommo-
date the rapid urban development in the LasV e-
gas Valley.

Congress enacted SNPLMA to address concerns
over federal management of lands in an urbaniz-
ing area. The SNPLMA authorizesthe BLM to
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dispose of approximately 52,000 acres of public
land located within a specific boundary in the Las
Vegas Vdley. Shortly after approval of
SNPLMA, the BLM experienced arapid increase
in the requests for public land disposal.

Title IV of the Clark County Act amended
SNPLMA to increase the disposal boundary area
and the amount of land available for disposa by
approximately 22,000 acres. The adjustment to
the disposal boundary was made to address the
continuing rapid increase in the growth in Las
Vegas and demand for land for development.
ES.2 DESCRIPTION OF
ALTERNATIVES

This EIS anayzes the potential impacts of three
aternatives: the Proposed Action, the Conserva-
tion Transfer Alternative, and the No Action Al-
ternative. The dternatives evauated in thisEIS
were developed based on the requirements of
SNPLMA as amended by the Clark County Act,
and the requirements of NEPA.

ES.2.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action isthat all BLM land within
the disposal boundary areawould be available for
disposal unless the transfer would violate a law,

such as the Endangered Species Act. There are
46,701 acres of BLM land within the disposa

boundary area that would be available for transfer.

Of this amount, the BLM estimates that 40,232
acres are available for transfer or sale under
SNPLMA &fter the lands leased and reserved for
Recreation and Public Purposes (R& PP) are re-
moved (6,469 acres as of March 2004). On aver-
age, approximately 4,000 acres of land per year
are expected to be auctioned with disposal being
completed by 2015. Approximately 1,330 acres
per year of disposa lands would be devel oped
resulting in dightly less than 20,000 acres of new
development through 2018.

Although the historic rate of disposal has aver-
aged 4,000 acres per year since the first auction in
1999, it is anticipated that upwards of 10,000
acres may be nominated for auction in each of the
next few years. This greater amount is primarily

because of the market interest in large contiguous
tracts of land for development and the estimated
land values.

The BLM would continue to implement realty
actions to support the transfer of land and orderly
development in the disposal area, consistent with
community land use plans. Redlty actions include
the issuance of right-of-way (ROW) grants and
R& PP leases. There are currently 6,469 acres of
land within the disposal boundary areaheld or
reserved by public entities and nonprofit organiza-
tionsfor R& PP leases. Approximately 1,700
acres are projected to be leased for R& PP pur-
poses through 2015. The ROWSs granted on an
annual average basis total approximately 1,300
acres. Approximately 5,000 acres are projected to
be granted for ROW purposes through 2015.
ES.2.2 Conservation Transfer Alter-

native

The Conservation Transfer Alternative is similar
to the Proposed Action except that approximately
5,000 acres of land have been identified as a Con-
servation Transfer Area. The Conservation Trans-
fer Areawas established based on the unique
paleontological resources, cultural resources, and
specia status plant species that were located dur-
ing the field surveys conducted within the dis-
posal boundary area.

Land within the Conservation Transfer Areamay
be nominated for transfer to loca or regiona gov-
ernment agencies using the same process as the
other disposal lands. However, the BLM would
not transfer title to any lands within the Conserva-
tion Transfer Area until a Conservation Agree-
ment issigned by al parties. The agencieswould
be required to manage the lands consistent with
the approved Conservation Agreement to ensure
protection of sensitive resources. The BLM
would establish an inter-agency steering commit-
tee to address options on how best to conserve the
sensitive resource va ues within the Conservation
Transfer Areayet fulfill the intent of SNPLMA
and meet the land development expectations of
local governments

Approximately 41,700 acres of BLM managed
lands in the disposal boundary area (excluding the
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Conservation Area) would be transferred at an
annual average rate of 4,000 acres per year, with
remaining available land completely transferred
by 2015. It isaso projected that nearly 17,500
acres of development would occur on BLM lands
disposed from 2004 through 2018.

The BLM would continue to implement redlty
actions under the Conservation Transfer Alterna-
tive. Approximately 1,200 acresis projected to be
R& PP leases and eventualy transferred for public
purposes to the leaseholder. Approximately 3,6
00 acres are projected to be covered by ROW
grants and eventually transferred.

ES.2.3 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative is based on the exist-
ing management direction specified in the 1998
Las Vegas Resource Management Plan
(RMP)/EIS. The Record of Decision for the
RMP/EIS identified 52,021 acres available for
disposal in the Las Vegas Valey. The RMP pro-
jected that up to 25,540 acresin the Las Vegas
Valley Disposal Areawould be sold during the
20-year planning period through 2018.

Under the management direction prescribed in the
RMP, the BLM would continue to implement re-
alty actions in the disposal area consistent with the
multiple-use directive of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act (FLPMA). The BLM
would continue to grant ROWs to alow access
across BLM administered lands for infrastructure
and conveyances including roads, power lines,
pipelines, and flood control structures. Rights-of -
way would be granted to allow access for devel-
opment on private lands where access across

BLM land is needed for development of private
property. It isestimated that approximately 1,300
acres of ROW grants and 440 acres of R& PP
leases would be granted over the next few yearsto
support development of previoudy disposed

lands.

ES.3 ENVIRONMENTAL

CONSEQUENCES

The environmental consequences the Proposed
Action, Conservation Transfer Alternative, and

No Action Alternative could have on various en-
vironmental, socioeconomic, and land use pro-
gram areas wereidentified. The analysis of the
alternatives focuses on identifying types of im-
pacts and estimating their potential significance.
Direct environmental impacts associated with the
aternatives for land disposal are caused by land
use activities that would occur subsequent to dis-
posal. The disposal action and subsequent trans-
fer of title do not have direct impacts because
these administrative actions do not cause any
change in the environment. The transfer of title
would directly impact users of the land (i.e., non-
environmental impacts) in the resource areas of
recreation, range management, and hazardous ma-
terials. Once land is disposed, development ac-
tivities would be undertaken by the new owners
that would not have occurred if the land remained
under BLM management; therefore, impacts re-
lated to changes in land use after development are
indirect impacts of the land disposal action. A
brief summary of the potential impactsis pre-
sented in the following paragraphs.

ES.3.1  Air Quality

The analysis of air quality impacts for thisEIS
was based on the results of a comprehensive study
completed by the BLM. The BLM obtained the
services of Argonne National Laboratory (Ar-
gonne) to perform cumulative air quality model-
ing to provide a quantitative assessment of future
ar quality trendsinthe Las Vegas Valey. The
analysis focused on projected emissions of the
non-attainment parameters (PM,o, carbon monox-
ide [CO], and ozone precursors).

No Action Alternative: No additiona land trans-
fers would be authorized by the BLM under the
No Action Alternative; therefore, no further air
quality impacts from land disposal actions would
occur. Any ongoing development of previoudly
disposed BLM lands would contribute to cumula-
tive emissions.

The ROW grants and R& PP leases would cor+
tinue to be issued to support development on the
BLM lands that have already been disposed and
on other private lands. Air quality impacts result-
ing from these redlty actions are considered direct
impacts. The PM;, emissions from land distur-
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bance would be the only emissions that can be
distinguished from other ongoing activitiesin the
area, which are considered in cumulative impacts.
The air quality (primarily PM;, and CO) impacts
from construction for infrastructure facilities re-
quiring ROW grants were based on the projected
amount of surface disturbance and emission fac-
tors. Emissions are estimated on an overall emis-
sion rate of 0.265 tons of PM,, per acre per month
developed by Argonne and emission rates for CO
based on emission factors of typical construction
equipment.

Based on emission estimates, individua ROW
grants and associated construction activities
would not be subjected to the requirement of a
conformity analysis under the PM,;, or CO State
Implementation Plans (SIPs), asthat anadysisis
required for actions that have projected emissions
greater than 70 tons of PMy, per year and 100 tons
of CO per year. However, ROWs and R& PP
lease applications for BLM lands outside the SIP
boundary would be subject to individual review to
ensure emission limits of the SIP are not exceeded
pending the revision of the SIP to include the ex-
panded BLM disposal boundary area. Assuming
1,300 acres for ROWs and 440 acres for R& PP
leases are disturbed in ayear, atota of approxi-
mately 1.3 tons of PM,, would be emitted per day
(based on 462 tons per year using the emission
rate described above). Thus emission rates for
activities related to redlty actions currently repre-
sent less than 1 percent of the total controlled
PM, emissions (199.25 tons per day) devel oped
for the PM;q SIP.

A quantitative estimate of future redty actions
and related land disturbance under the No Action
Alternative for projected activities beyond 2006
cannot be made from available information, but
would probably be much lower than the rate of
realty actions and associated activity under alter-
natives that include ongoing land disposal.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives. The projected difference between
the Proposed Action and the No Action Alterna-
tive (approximately 40,000 tons per year in 2018)
reflects the relative contribution of disposal-
related emissions to the cumulative emission rates
inthearea. The Argonne study devel oped esti-

mates of disposal and overall emission projections
for the non-attainment area based on population
growth and cumul ative development rates, exist-
ing emission sources, and projected efficiencies of
emission controls.

These projections indicate that disposal-related
construction and operation emissions would aver-
age approximately 17 percent of the total emis-
sionsfor Clark County. Thetotal emissions
estimated (132,900 tons per year) would be below
the controlled PM;, emissions of 138,683 tons per
year established in the SIP. The projected emis-
sions for each aternative are based on projected
emission inventories for construction and opera-
tion emissions, including implementation of con-
trol measures to the degree documented in 1998.

Existing monitoring data, projected emissions in-
creases, and model results indicate that CO would
continue to be in compliance with SIP require-
ments for this pollutant. The projections of CO
emissions for the Proposed Action indicate that
emissions related to development of lands dis-
posed by BLM increase to just over 23,000 tons
by 2006. Thelevel of CO emissions from dis-
posal-related sources is projected to increase to
38,000 tonsin 2018, while other Clark County
emissions are estimated at over 268,000 tons at
that time.

Because the areais in non-attainment, a SIP
would be required for ozone, including proposed
control measures for existing and new emission
sources in order to reach attainment in the future.
The current projections show ozone precursor
compound emissions in the region in 2006 would
be similar to the emissions inventories performed
for 2000 and significant reductions in nitrogen
oxides would occur by 2018, reflecting the closure
of the Mojave Generating plant.

The results of the Argonne study indicated that the
increase in the maximum 1-hour O; concentration
would be no more than 0.003 parts per million
(ppm) in 2006 and 0.011 ppm in 2018. The high+
est predicted baseline (2000) 1-hour average Os
concentration was 0.091 ppm, thus the projected
increases from the Proposed Action in 2006 and
2018 would still be below the 1-hour standard of
0.12 ppm. Preliminary results of the Argonne
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study estimate a peak increase of 0.09 ppm in the
8-hour O; standard concentrations from 2000
(baseline) to 2018 with this peak isolated in areas
north and west of the center of LasVegas. Itis
expected that the average increase would be less
than 0.02 to 0.06 ppm over most areas within and
adjacent to the disposal boundary area primarily
due to the effect of EPA’s national new clean en
gine standards. The results of the Argonne air
quality study indicated that the increase in the
maximum 1-hour O; concentration would be no
more than 0.003 parts per million (ppm) in 2006
and 0.011 ppm in 2018. The highest predicted
baseline (2000) 1-hour average O; concentration
was 0.091 ppm, thus the projected increases from
the Proposed Action in 2006 and 2018 would still
be below the 1-hour standard of 0.12 ppm.

The Argonne study estimated increased sulfur
dioxide (SO,) emissions based on an estimated
electricity consumption of 36,000 KWh per year
per household, while data from Nevada Power
indicated that typical consumption in the areais
12,000 KWh per year per household. More repre-
Sentative emission rates for electricity generation
for residential use will be incorporated in the re-
vised model being prepared by Argonne and pre-
sented inthe Fina EIS. The SO, emissions are
projected to decrease by over 80 percent from
2000 levels by 2018. This decrease in total emis-
sionsis related to closure of the Mojave plant.

Therelatively small difference between the con-
servation transfer and full development emission
rates, aong with larger cumulative emissions
from sources outside disposed lands, al indicate
that the overall trendsin air quality under the
Conservation Transfer Alternative would be smi-
lar to those projected for the Proposed Action.
ES.3.2 Earth Resources

No Action Alternative: The No Action Alterna-
tive would continue the exclusion of new locat-
able mineral development on lands within the
disposal boundary area, but would recognize prior
existing rights. Thus no additional impactsto
minera or geologic resources are expected from
those aress identified in the RMP. The status of
existing claims would be evaluated when a claim-
ant develops a proposal for establishing an opera-

tion or files a patent on any claims within the
disposal area.  Excess stockpiles of sand and
gravel generated during construction authorized
by ROW grants and R& PP |eases would continue
to be made available through free use permits or
sales. Thereare no economically viable locatable
or leasable minerals located within the disposa
boundary area.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives. Subject to vaid existing rights,
lands within the disposal boundary area are with-
drawn from entry and minera resource develop-
ment. However, there are no economically viable
locatable or leasable minerals located within the
disposal boundary area, thus no direct or indirect
impacts to either action aternative are expected
from subsequent develo pment.

No new sand and gravel operations would be de-
veloped within the disposal boundary area under
the Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternative. The impact of removing salable min-
erals for development would be insignificant be-
cause there are abundant sand and gravel
resources throughout the Southern Nevada area.

Steep dopes and unstable areas along the Las V e-
gas Wash may present geologic hazards, however,
development in this area would be required to ad-
dress any associated hazards and would be re-
quired to avoid the floodplain. Development and
the associated construction activities would not
directly affect subsidence.

Lands would potentially be subjected to increased
erosion during construction and post-devel opment
changes in soil conditions that affect vegetation
types. Undeveloped lands would not experience
any changesin soil conditions until development
occursin those areas. Developed areastypicaly
experience less soil erosion from wind than unde-
veloped aress. Therefore, following completion
of construction activities, soil erosion from wind
would be minimal.

ES.3.3 Water Resources

No Action Alternative: Water resource impacts
would be related to ROW grants and R& PP leases
issued to support development of previoudly dis-
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posed lands. Developers would be required to
comply with Section 401, 402 and 404 of the
Clean Water Act, thus minimizing impacts to wa-
ter resources.

Additional public lands would not be disposed
under this aternative and thus no additional reve-
nue from the sale of these lands would be gener-
ated. Therefore, the funds that would be allocated
to the Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA)
for identification and development of additional
water sources would not be available.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives: Under both action aternatives, ad-
verse impacts to water quality may result from
accidenta spills and increased erosion of dis-
turbed soils during construction activities. How-
ever, erosion and sediment transport would be
relatively inggnificant and similar to surface wa
ter passing over unpaved roads that exist through-
out the disposal boundary area. Construction and
development may result in ateration of the land
surface including modif ication or elimination of
ephemeral drainages within the Las Vegas Valley.
Implementation of best management practices
required by storm water construction permitting
would ensure that runoff during construction does
not adversaly impact water quaity. Developers
would be required to comply with construction
storm water discharge permits and the Clean Wa-
ter Act Section 404 permit, Section 401 certifica-
tion, and Section 402 (National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System permitting pro-
gram), thus minimizing impacts to water re-
sources

In areas of very shalow groundwater, there isthe
potential that groundwater would be encountered
and intercepted during excavation of trenches for
underground pipelines and utilities. Dewatering
may result in lower discharge for some domestic
water wells, derogation of spring sources, and
changing the Las Vegas Wash from a discharge
point of groundwater to a recharge source for the
shalow aquifer. Recharging the groundwater ag-
uifer with untreated nuisance flows from urban
runoff would contribute to the deterioration of
groundwater quality in the shalow aquifer. In
addition, excessive dewatering may cause subsi-
dence.

The Proposed Action would result in an eventua
water demand increase of nearly 50,000 acre-feet
per year (AFY) by 2018, with this additional de-
mand continuing into the future. The Conserva-
tion Transfer Alternative would result in an
eventual water demand increase of 43,750 AFY.
However, these projected increases do not con
sider potential water conservation measures that
SNWA would attempt to achieve during this pe-
riod. The SNWA has averaged a 12 percent re-
duction in water use because of drought
conservation measures, but given the persistent
drought conditions and higher water de-

mands, SNWA and its member agencies are de-
veloping aregiona strategic plan to meet agoal
of 25 percent reduction by 2010. Thus, water
consumption would likely be much less than an+
ticipated.
ES.3.4 Biological Resources

No Action Alternative: No additional lands
would be disposed under this aternative, the ex-
tent of impact would not likely be significant as
the need for ROWSs and R& PPs would be much
less than anticipated with the action aternatives.
The exact amount of disturbance cannot be quan-
tified, as the locations of ROWSs and R& PP leases
are unknown. Surface disturbing activities for
congtruction of ROWs and R& PP facilities and
land development activities would cause direct
mortality and/or displacement of individua plants
and animals; direct loss and fragmentation of
habitat; and increased potentia for illega kills
and harassment of wildlife. Any disturbance to
the Las Vegas bearpoppy or Las Vegas buckwhesat
would likely result in along-term loss and perma-
nent reduction of their habitat.

In 2001 the USFWS determined that the proposed
disposal of up to 125,000 acres of BLM lands
(121,000 acres of suitable habitat and 4,000 acres
of previoudy disturbed and no longer suitable de-
sert tortoise habitat) would represent aloss of ap-
proximately 4 percent of the 4,900 square miles of
desert tortoise habitat estimated to occur in Clark
County. Effects on desert tortoises within the Las
Vegas Valley represent a small impact to the Mo-
jave population when total desert tortoise popula-
tion numbers and geographical extent are
considered.
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Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives. Surface disturbing activities for
construction of ROWs and R& PP facilities and
land development activities would cause direct
mortality and/or displacement of individual plants
and animals; direct loss and fragmentation of
habitat; and increased potentia for illegal kills
and harassment of wildlife.

Private parties would impact the Las Vegas bear-
poppy, Las Vegas buckwheat, two-tone penste-
mon, and the acacia/mesquite bosgue habitat
through direct habitat loss, additiona habitat
fragmentation, and individual species mortality
from development after the BLM lands are sold.
Approximately 60 acres of bearpoppy habitat, 600
acres of buckwheat habitat, and seven sites with
limited numbers of penstemon populations may be
impacted by the land sale action. Because of the
sengitivity of the plants to surface disturbance and
limited success in transplanting and reestablishing
the plants, development would result in along-
term loss and permanent reduction of their habitat.
The Conservation Transfer Alternative would pro-
tect a portion of the plants and habitat of the bear-
poppy and buckwhest.

Approximately 41,500 acres of desert tortoise
habitat that may support approximately 1,000 de-
sert tortoises would be affected by complete de-
velopment within the disposal boundary area.
However, effects on desert tortoises within the
Las Vegas Valey represent a small impact to the
Mojave population of the desert tortoise when
total population numbers and geographical extent
areconsidered.

Approximately 850-1,000 acres of mes-
quite/acacia habitat located primarily in the north
and southwest would likely be lost to future de-
velopment. The significance of the impact to
wildlife species occurring in this habitat, includ-
ing migratory birds and the sensitive phainopepla,
burrowing owl, and desert tortoise would depend
on the availability of similar habitat on adjacent
undeveloped private and public lands. The Con-
servation Transfer Areawould preserve approxi-
mately athird of that habitat.

ES.3.5 Cultural Resources

No Action Alternative: The No Action Alterna-
tive would have a direct beneficial impact on cu-
tural resource sites within the disposal boundary
areq, as there would be no change in land use or
loss of resource protection on BLM lands. There
would be the potential for adverse indirect im-
pacts from vandalism, off-highway vehicle (OHV)
use in the area, and other ground disturbing activ i-
ties. However, the management directionsin the
RMP would continue to address the data recovery
and conservation of cultural resource sites poten-
tially impacted by recreational uses and federal
actions.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives: The continued disposa of BLM
lands would not directly impact cultural resources
but subsequent development of the lands would
have adverse impacts to any cultural resources
located on those lands. There are nine sites within
the Proposed Action disposal boundary area that
were determined eligible for listing on the Na-
tional Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and the
Tule Springs National Register Site, of which ap-
proximately 660 acres are located on BLM lands
available for disposal. The administrative transfer
of title and ownership would have no direct effect
to sites but an adverse effect is assumed for pur-
poses of compliance with Section 106 of the Na-
tiona Historic Preservation Act. Known cultura
resources sites would be avoided or mitigated thus
any direct adverse impacts associated with con
struction of ROWSs and facilities requiring R& PP
leases would be insignificant.

The BLM would prepare a Historic Properties
Treatment Plan in consultation with the Nevada
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) that
would govern the identification and application of
mitigation measures at such time as lands are
nominated for sale or transfer.

There are two sites determined eligible for listing
on the NRHP that are within or cross through the
Conservation Transfer Area. These siteswould be
protected because of the restricted type of future
development that could occur without impacting
the resources. The Tule Springs site would be
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protected from development by the NRHP desig-
nation and would aso benefit from this dterna-
tive.
ES.3.6 Native American Resources
No Action Alternative: The No Action Alterna-
tive would have a direct beneficial impact on Na-
tive American resources within the disposal
boundary areathat are located on BLM lands as
there would be no change in land use or loss of
resource protection. The Southern Paiute villages
and garden farm sites that are likely located within
the disposal boundary area would not be im-
pacted. However, the exact locations of these
habitation sites are unknown thus the sites could
still be impacted from ongoing development on
private lands.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives. The BLM consulted with 15 Na-
tive American tribes that are located in the vicin-
ity of the Las Vegas Valley or that have a cultura
affiliation with the area. The tribes did not pro-
vide comments regarding the presence or signif i-
cance of any traditional cultura site within or
adjacent to the disposal boundary area that could
be affected by the land disposal action. There are
no traditional cultura propertiesidentified within
the disposal boundary area; therefore, no direct or
indirect adverse impacts would be anticipated.
The BLM consulted with the SHPO regarding
these findings and the SHPO concurred with the
BLM that the efforts to identify properties of reli-
gious and traditional cultura significance were
adequate.
ES.3.7 Paleontological Resources
No Action Alternative: The management direc-
tionsin the RMP address the potential for extrac-
tion or preservation of scientific data. However,
because of encroaching development, there would
be indirect impacts from increased public access
to the areas with paleontological resources. Pale-
ontologica resources exposed at the surface are
vulnerable to vandalism, off-highway vehicle use
in the area, and other ground disturbing activities.
These indirect impacts would be adverse and po-

tentialy significant if the fossils are permanently
lost.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternative: The administrative transfer of title

and ownership of BLM lands would not create
any direct adverse impacts to paleontologic re-
sources. However, should development occur on
and require the destruction or removal of sensitive
pa eontologic resources by non-qualified paleon
tologists, significant indirect adverse impacts and
aunique loss to paleontological resources would
occur.

Under the Proposed Action, development would
have potential significant adverse impacts to 438
previously unrecorded pal eontological resources,
if not first recovered by qualified paleontologists,
as high density development would likely result in
a permanent loss of the resource. Ground distur-
bance associated with devel opments would also
impact those yet undiscovered fossilsin the sub-
surface.

Under the Conservation Transfer Alternative the
BLM would exclude certain parcels from consid-
eration for disposal, or may consider transfer
mechanisms that restrict subsequent use of indi-
vidual propertiesto protect certain resources.
Thiswould provide for long-term permanent pres-
ervation of the paleontologic resources and asso-
ciated environment.

ES.3.8 Visual Resources

No Action Alternative: Under the No Action
Alternative, no further BLM lands would be sold;
therefore, no significant direct impacts to visual
resources would occur. The ROWs and R& PP
leases for utilities and public use would continue
to be granted by the BLM. Power, gas, and water
lines may be constructed that would have tempo-
rary visual impacts during the construction activi-
ties. However, the location of utility lines would
be restricted based on the guiddines of the RMP,
the land use plan for the area, and in accordance
with the Visua Resource Management classifica-
tion.
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The ROWs and R& PP leases for utilities and pub-
lic use would continue to be granted by the BLM.
Power, gas, and water lines may be constructed
that would have temporary visual impacts during
the construction activities. However, the location
of utility lines would be restricted based on the
guidelines of the RMP, the land use plan for the
area, and the VRM classification guidelines.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives. The transfer of land ownership
would not directly affect the existing visual re-
sources but the subsequent development of the
disposed lands would have an impact. Under the
Proposed Action, the existing natural environment
would be transformed into residential, commer-
cial, and industrial land uses in accordance with
local land use plans. The BLM lands directly ad-
jacent to Red Rock Canyon would be more sensi-
tive in terms of changes to the visual character of
the landscape than parcels located in other areas
of the Valley. The land sae actions and subse-
guent development would not cause a significant
adverse indirect impact to visua resources as
there would be no substantial changes to the over-
all visua character of the region because of ongo-
ing devel opment.

Impacts resulting from the Conservation Transfer
Alternative would be similar to those described
for the Proposed Action but less land would be
intensely developed in the northern portion of the
Valley and thus fewer visual resources would be
affected.
ES.3.9 Land Use

No Action Alternative: The No Action Alterna-
tive would substantialy conflict with local com-
munity land use plans and goal's, which would be
asignificant indirect impact to land use. The scat
tered pattern of land ownership would continue to
fragment the landscape and land use, having a
direct adverse impact on the management of these
lands. Requests for R& PP leases and ROWs
would be granted provided the requests are com-
patible with the governing agency’s land use plan
for the area, thus no dgnificant impact would be
anticipated.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives. The Proposed Action land sale
nomination and selection process and local per-
mitting requirements would ensure that develop-
ment of the lands would be consistent with
community land use plans and zoning require-
ments. Development of parcels sold would
change the existing land use from predominately
vacant lands to residential, commercial, industrial,
and recreational uses. However, this would not be
aggnificant impact because development would
not conflict with land use plans and community
goals.

The Conservation Transfer Alternative would
have an indirect adverse impact on land use plan-
ning by the local communities, particularly the
citiesof North LasVegasand LasVegas. The
location and orientation of the Conservation
Transfer Area could fragment the future develop-
ment of communities. Thiswould be a significant
impact because it conflicts with community goals.

ES.3.10 Recreation and Wilderness

No Action Alternative: The BLM lands within
the disposal boundary area would remain open
and available for dispersed recreation uses under
the No Action Alternative. The released wilder-
ness study areas in the northern part of the dis-
posal boundary area would be available for other
dispersed uses, such as motorized recreation pend-
ing land management decisions by the BLM. No
additional land sales would have an indirect ad-
verse impact on recreation opportunities by eimi-
nating the source of funding for recreation
purposes and improvements.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives: Under the Proposed Action dis-
posal and development of lands would eiminate
the public access to BLM lands historically used
for recreation, having an indirect adverse impact
to the user. Funds received through the SNPLMA
specia account would be applied to develop trails
throughout the Las Vegas Valley and for im-
provements at adjacent recreation areas, having a
beneficia impact on recreation opportunities.

The Conservation Transfer Areain the northern
part of the disposal boundary area would be main-
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tained as open space with limited compatible rec-
reation development for trails and interpretive
activities. Thiswould be a beneficial impact for
the recreational user by maintaining the open
space and improving the recreationa value of the
area.

ES.3.11 Hazardous Materials

No Action Alternative: There are no direct im-
pacts from hazardous material s associated with
the No Action alternative. The abundance of
dump piles and miscellaneous debris on BLM
managed lands may increase as the population of
the Las Vegas Valey continues to increase and
development encroaches closer to BLM lands.
However, dump piles of predominantly household
and landscaping waste and construction debris are
generally not hazardous and do not present a sig-
nificant environmental concern.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives. The presence of hazardous materi-
als on BLM lands would have a direct impact to
the sale of land and transfer of title. The extent
and significance of any impacts would be depend-
ent upon the extent of the contamination. Under
the Proposed A ction, there were five recognized
environmental conditions (RECs) identified that
are recommended for further investigation prior to
transfer of title or designation for some other use,
such as R& PP. There is one REC identified in the
Conservation Transfer area that may require fur-
ther investigation prior to title transfer.

Potential future indirect impacts associated with
hazardous materials would include items such as
lubricants, ails, cooling fluids, and diesel fuel
used during construction activities on lands after
title is transferred. Spills and releases of hazard-
ous substances would be likely, but the quantity
and type of substance cannot be determined. The
significance of indirect impacts associated with
these activitiesis not known.

ES.3.12 Socioeconomics
No Action Alternative: No additional land sale

revenue would be received under the No Action
Alternative thus no additional funds would be

available for the Clark County School Digtrict,
SNWA, and for the acquisition, conservation, and
maintenance of environmentally sensitive lands
and recregation areas.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives: Under both aternatives, the land
sale action would generate positive economic and
employment benefits. Land development activi-
ties associated with the BLM land sales would be
due to the construction of residential, commercia,
and industrial developments. There would be an
increase of at least 2 percent in annual employ-
ment and a total economic output of approxi-
mately $1.4 billion annualy. Based on the
projected land devel opment, approximately $320
million in tax revenue would be generated annu-
aly. Annual revenue from the land sales could
exceed $376 million and would be available to the
Clark County School Digtrict, SNWA, and for the
acquisition, conservation, and maintenance of en-
vironmentally sensitive lands and recreation areas
based on provisions of SNPLMA.

ES.3.13 Environmental Justice

No Action Alternative: No environmentd jus-
tice (EJ) populations were identified. The con-
struction industry employs minority and low-
income workers. There could be potential indirect
impacts to these workers if construction would
decrease over the planning period but any indirect
impact would be insignificant because growth in
the Valley and development on available private
land is not projected to significantly decrease.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives. There were no EJ populations
identified in the disposal boundary area that
would be disproportionately impacted by contin-
ued land sales. The congtruction industry employs
minority and low-income workers thus subsequent
development anticipated to occur on the disposed
BLM lands could have potential indirect benefi-
cia impacts to these workers. However any indi-
rect impact would be insignificant because growth
in the Valley and development on available pri-
vate land is not projected to signif icantly decrease.
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ES.3.14 Range Management

No Action Alternative: The management direc-
tion in the RMP for livestock grazing was to close
all land disposal areas to grazing, thus any adverse
direct impact on the operator of the Hidden Valley
dlotment would be insignificant.

Proposed Action and Conservation Transfer
Alternatives: Under both action alternatives,
land disposal for urban and residential develop-
ment would result in the permanent loss of about
3,000 acres of ephemeral range in the Hidden Val-
ley grazing dlotment. Thiswould be insignificant
because the lands are ephemera range with low
forage production. Disposal of the BLM lands
within the Hidden Valley alotment would not
result in an adverse impact to livestock operations
and the permittee would not experience any finan-
cia profit or loss because no range improvements,
such as water sources have been made on the
lands within the disposal boundary area.
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